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Osar ud, 

Suggested draft further enawer to .iieiadsinet 1 s 11/13/69: 

J^ST? 

Tills is in Curt tar responds to ?our letter of ( rvamtar 13, 1969. 

You claim// of t e "memorandum of transfer" of pril 26,1963 something 
new in tha series of caenging explanations of v;hy it ia denied ay client, ernld 
'•eisbarg, that disclosure of suca a memorandum no \sJLa constitute o ciaarlj unwer anted 

a 

invasion of personal privacy «f ter ell those millions of words of tile published 

f 

> 0 rten v/ommiesion volumes ana t»ue countless millions of a [.eraonal nature freely 
(^nu properly; evoilAible in tile hetional Archives* By what 'aeons does this 

f 

become an invasion of privacy when those other thnousends of cases ere not? 

I is r. ^eisberg* a belief tnat this is? pfx in effect , a government 
contract, albeit en illegnl one, and thus cannot be withheld on the ground it, ia 
** private”. r his nemorendua rei tes to the private disposition of public property 
c:nd on that ground ‘. Iso looses *ny cinim taut might be made to privacy ♦ 

iiovevor, if your claim were to ca taken at face value,. it is al^nr 
the government has twice held exactly the opposite and has, in fact, made 
public uee of tnis rneraorondum of transfer # sra?i in tac foil of 1966 it wea 
communicated to *- not her writer, who 20 informed r. eisborg. And your own / 

department made, uee of it in trie so-called ’panel r port** on the autopsy* 

V 3© therefore renew our recueat for this public $aper. 

You claim lOOi of the of- her it one r* 'olsbarv hns requested M cre 
y"not subject to disclosure in tact tuey are part of investigative filss compiled 
for 1 tiw enforcement purposes”. ^er« you are misinformed, for they were compiled 

for tac arren Commission, of which the ^81 was an adjunct. Tua ‘erren Commission 

/V 

ur:a absolutely no ^law enforcement purposes raa^ ter of*** fact, even nrior 
to the estoblishment of the ar.en Commission these files were not collected f^r 
law-enforcement purposes, *3 the testimony of Director hoover before the erren 
Commission radices bundnntly clear. They Acre initially collected for purposes -f 
making 2 report to the merican people* 


They were not collected for % lew-enforcemoRt purposes, -eid it tonally, 
because taere ^aa ao f e dor a l^v ^i \ a t To a involved ond tsaey were not collected for the 

^IvyA twf- 

Uilli 3 police, which t >i-Wr^ — re^&a t jurisdiction* (Bud-tske not$>,but act for 
letter-Gurry * s book:.^ i? very "oct on this.) Voreover, were these tiling*? n^t true, 
tne government, aguin, hse used them for publicity purposes, which have nothing to 
do with l^w enforcement. v hese files have been mede selectively ^voll'-'ble 
to other waiters whose writing, it wos known, would be eonfteniel to government 
publicity dr sires* 

Furthermore, the government has permitted the publication of dccments 
idonti^l with some :ir. eisberg seeks. 

In thr case of ta# ape: tr ogre phi c on# lysis of ths bullet and frequents 
alleged used ir, the assassination, because tula is among the irony things taat would 
seem to hr ve been covered by the ttorney General’s order of ^etcher 31, 1966, r. 

'ifa*- 

? r <?i --boro ^s ! ^ed for it **t the rcuivos. -r hie presence the FBI war phoned ©nd 
A 

naked s.boijt it. hr 7^1 r pile that tnis in Mie proper files* It was not. 

Further, this electro graphic analysis saa used by tue erren Conaisaios in Its 

hearings, tuerefore it cannot on tuia ground be suppri saad. uid in addition to 

everything else, two ether ^£1 .spectrogrsphic analyses of esactl# this nature have 

v;ere 

been published, it cannot hold tw*ot in two ccsea there ex* no "lew enforcement 
purposes* but in tae e*ee of that one dr. eiaberg seeks taoro was -without *ny 
jurisdiction, lor these on d other reasons, including that it cannot be both ways, 
we renew our request for t .ese documents. 

To cits another sreeiflc example, t hot of lomni tfsion Document 75, folio 
301. This document* is net withheld under any of:;tae guildinoa, for none i 3 .appli- 
cable, nor t 5 ~or con it be withhold for any claimed ,f law enforcement purposes*. 

fivrvi 

It is withheld solely to prevrift-fc anb^rra semen t to the ^vernment, » reason rataer 
t Vu £(ftCu\t^c 

t- ; ecifically denied by tao j*e< £r- -: c t . If you read .orsonelly, i have 

little doubt tais conclusion will not escape you. 

,*.3 a matter of reality, the only reason any ~ f these d^cumc-nt 3 , to r-hicti, 

under tne low, ^r. -ciaberq is t rcrorly entitled, are denied aim is because they 


cen be embarrassing t" the g^ver ament, -re not consistent with its conclusions 
*ntl interpretations, or say tbs opposite* |iiia is outside Ue provisions of 
tbtt freedom N i Indorsation ©ct, ih contrary t • its intent end is specifically 
prohibited by it* 

x ° u no p or bo no 1 awareness of it, but tfc* refusal ‘f your 

“'epertment to coiapiy ft'itn the Isw in response to fcr* i'eisberg'e requests is so 

monolithic it n? s not in sr.-ny non tbs responded to his request for access to the 

transcript or & public trial it. the °nited tat ee.«*W^A 

*.© ooea '.y clien ■ , - deeply regret this absolute refusal to o^-mply 

/f^A+S' rift 

with the low nuicii i3 so c^eer in r!ii iv^rlCTlig r. eisterg^j access to that 

in part | 

material ae has repeatedly ra quested^ :farag:fc%^^ repeats ju.ive - boo n 

0n4nLi*3j.y — ignored) ^n44r^rii-ng--cna© for ~ — . q 2 1 T it seoms to us particularly 
in- npro priest© when various spokesmen for the government c ;r$ loudly protecting the 
e llegect withholding or misinterpretation of new© by liters* 

a hope, ui te sincerely, that you will reconsider what ?;© rNgard ps 

the pervading error of your, response 35# dated “ovember 13 \na mu promptly, if 

7 


belatedly, provide fcpiQ- 1 of what, he properly ae^ks fay client. 
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Jeer ud, 


Suggested drt>ft of further answer to £leindeinst f s 11/12/69: 

This is in farther rccrcnse to your latter of liovemb er 13, 1969. 

>ou claim// of t, e ‘’memorandum of transfer" pril 26,1965 something 
new in the series of engaging explanations of why it is denied my client, erold 
eisberg, th>:t disclosure of such a memorandum r.ou^ constitute a clearly unwarranted 

a 

invasion of personal privacy." After all those millions of words of the published 

f 

barren Dominies ion volumes and the countless millions of a personal nature freely 
(and properly} available in the National Archives? By what meons does this 
become on Invasion of privacy wh-r n those other tUeousends of coses or o not? 

It is ?.:r, V/eisberg’s belief that this is in effect, a government 
contract, albeit an iHegril one, and thus esnnot bo withheld on the ground it is 
"private'', ^his oamorandum rel tea to the private disposition of public property 
and on that ground 0 I 20 looses ^ny claim that might be made to privecy. 

However, if your claim were to be taken at face vjIuq, it is dear 
the government has twice held exactly the opposite and has, in fact, made 
public use of this aemorondum of transfer. In the foil of 1966 it ?/ag 


communicated to another writer, sho so informed /r. eisbarg. And your own / 

ppk *-' 7 


Apartment made use of it in tne so-called '’panel report" on the sutopsy. 


fjJ' 0 

/ 7 We the 1 


therefore renew our request for this public paper. 

You claim lOOi d the other Items Vr. eisberg has requested "are 

not subject to disclosure in that tuey are part of invea tigutive files compiled 

for law enforcement purposes’. ^ere you are mi a in formed. Cor they *ere compiled 

for tue arren Sommi ssion, of which the I r Bl was an adjunct. I’he barren Commission 

/v 

hos absolutely no "law enforcement purposes " q matter offs* fact, oven p rior 


to the establishment of t Lie ar.en Commission these files wore not collected for 


law-enforcement purposes, as tue testimony of Director ^o^ver before the 8rren 
Commission melees bundantly clear. They asre initially collected for purposes ^ f 
making a report to the merican people. 


They were not collected for , lew- enforcement purposes, additionally, 
j/a/IAo 

because tnere was no federal vy^ottcm involved and they wero not collected for the 

QM V' w4 

Doll s police, which £«l 1 un vc : Circuits nt jurisdiction* (Bud-tax© iiot^?,but not for 
letter-Curry* 8' book^ i. very r*cd on this*) Moreover, were these things nnt true, 
the government, agcln, has used them for publicity purposes, which have nothing to 
do with lew enforcement* hese files have been made selectively available 
to ather writers whose writing, i t was known, xould be congenial to government 
publicity dssiree. 

/ 

Furthermore, tae government hr 3 permitted the publication of docments 

identiol with some Hr. sisberg seeks* 

in tns case or tue spectrogr&phic are lysis of the bullet and fragments 

alleged used in the assassination, because this is rmon<? the many things that would 

seem to hsve beer, covered by the ttornoy General’s order of October 31, 1966, ? r. 

^’eieberg asked for it at tae rchivns. x r his presence the FBI was ohon^d end 
0 

asked about it. he FBI r plie that, this was in the proper files. It wse not* 
Further, thia spec trographic analysis was used by the arren Commission in its 
hearings, tnerefore it cuaiiofc on this ground be suppressed. - 4 id in addition to, 

t/y\ Vrbyi 

everything else, two other FBI spectrograph! c analyses of exactly this nature have 

were ^ 

bean published. it cannot hold tu©t in two coses there wxx no "law enforcement 
purposes 71 but In tae esse of that one r. eisberg eeeks there was -without any 
jurisdiction. For these and ether reasons, including that it cannot be both ways, 
we renew our request Cor t ,ese documents. 

To cite another specific example, that of Joasnisei^n Document 7b, folio 
SOI. This documents is not withheld under any of .tne guildines, for none is appli- 
cable, nor }/& iS^or can it be, vrl thneld for any claimed "law enforcement purposes". 
It i 3 withheld solely to p rev-.-s t enbe. r rasa men t to the government, & reason rather 

tfci 

specifically denied by tno ,ro - ^oa ^ r net. If you read ii lU ^ofsonally , 1 hove 
little doubt this conclusion will not escape you. 


As 0 matter of reality, the only reason any -» f these documents, to vhich 
under tae low, "*r. Weisberg is properly entitled, are denied him is because they 


ce.n be embr.rressing to the government , r.re not consistent with its conclusions 
*nd Interpret a tions, or sey the opposite, I'nis is outside the provisions of 
thtf freedom of information act, contrary tc its intent end is specifically 
prohibited by It, 


¥ou saey have no personal awareness of it, bpt the refusal - f your 

Apartment to comply with the low in response to Air, >Veisberg’s requests is ao 

monolithic it h*s not in nny months responded to hia request for access to the 

transcript of a public trial in the u nited states ^ 

/; a does ~'y client, 1 deeply regret this absolute refuse! to comply 

with the low whichbis so c$esr in ^udr h o rtging r* eiabargtn access to that 

JLn— l«ge — pa r t *, 

material he has repeatedly revues t od^-i nxi j revues is hove been 

ea t i roly i grr o rc d > including r n-. f t rs — r — l. rol - r s-eer-K lb seems to us particularly 
inappropriate when various spokesmen for the government ure loudly protesting the 
alleged withholding or misinterpretation of ne^’e by writers, 

yVe hope, -suite sincerely, that y^u will reconsider what we regard es 

the pervading error of your response *:£ dated November IS ana will promptly, if 

belatedly, provide (copie of what he proudly Teeks *rb (my cliTnj^ 




